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Disclaimer

2025 is a study designed to comply with a directive from the chief of staff of the Air Force to examine
the concepts, capabilities, and technologies the United States will require to remain the dominant air and
space force in the future. Presented on 17 June 1996, this report was produced in the Department of
Defense school environment of academic freedom and in the interest of advancing concepts related to
national defense. The views expressed in this report are those of the authors and do not reflect the
official policy or position of the United States Air Force, Department of Defense, or the United States
government.

This report contains fictional representations of future situations/scenarios. Any similarities to real
people or events, other than those specifically cited, are unintentional and are for purposes of illustration
only.

Mention of various programs or technologies throughout this paper does not imply Air Force or DOD
endorsement of either the mission, the program, or adoption of the technology.
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endorsement of either the mission, the program, or adoption of the technology.

This publication has been reviewed by security and policy review authorities, is unclassified, and is
cleared for public release.
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Executive Summary

In the summer of 1995 the Air Force chief of staff tasked Air University to do a year-long study, 2025,
to "generate ideas and concepts on the capabilities the United States will require to possess the dominant
air and space forces in the future [, to] detail ... new or high-leverage concepts for employing air and
space power [, and to] detail ... the technologies required to enable the capabilities envisioned." To
support this goal a 2025 study team conducted an operational analysis to identify high-value system .
concepts and their enabling technologies in a way that was objective, traceable, and robust. This analysis
determined which of the 2025 system concepts show the greatest potential for enhancing future air and
space capabilities and which embedded technologies have the highest leverage in making the high-value
system concepts a reality.

The team developed a model, Foundations 2025, which reflected the overall values held by the 2025
participants. The purpose of the model was to quantify and compare different system concepts'
contributions to future air and space capabilities. Foundations 2025 is distinguished by the large
number of system concepts that can be analyzed, the 30-year focus into the future, and the fact it was
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developed through a bottoms-up approach. Foundations 2025 offers a potential new framework for
future air and space doctrine that can be easily modified (broken into three separate models: awareness,
reach, and power) by AF MAJCOMs for use in their mission area analysis process. Thus, the model
presented is an aid to current and future senior decision makers concerned with the employment of air
and space power.

The 2025 study produced a number of excellent system concepts for employing air and space power in
the future. Analysis of the highest-value system concepts indicated that the effort to occupy the "high
ground" of the future will require air and space forces to possess increased awareness and to control the
medium of space. The five highest-value system concepts were defined as:

Global Information Management System

Sanctuary Base

Global Surveillance, Reconnaissance, and Targeting System
Global Area Strike System

Uninhabited Combat Air Vehicle

The following six system concepts scored below the top five but were clearly ahead of the others:

e Space-Based High-Energy Laser

e Solar-Powered High-Energy Laser

e Reconnaissance unmanned air vehicle (UAV)

e Attack Microbots

e Piloted single-stage-to-orbit (SSTO) transatmospheric vehicle (TAV)
e Uninhabited Air-Launched TAV

These conclusions regarding the rankings of the system concepts were not affected by any reasonable
changes of the weighting scheme in the Foundations 2025 value model.

The study also included an assessment of the enabling technologies on which the system concepts
depend. The analysis explicitly took into account the number of system concepts each technology
supported, the degree to which each system concept depended on it, and the importance of the system
concept. Six high-leverage technologies stood out because they are important to a large number of
high-value system concepts:

e Data Fusion

e Power Systems

e Micromechanical Devices

e Advanced Materials

o High-energy Propellants

e High-performance Computing

The major surprise among these results was the importance of continued breakthroughs in the area of
power systems. Other moderate-leverage technologies were also important but contributed to only three
or four of the high-value system concepts:

e High-energy Laser Systems
o Artificial Intelligence

e Optics

e Aerospace Structures

e Image Processing

o Communications

Advances in these areas show promise to open the way to air and space systems that would dramatically
improve the effectiveness of air and space power employment to achieve the US military objectives.

Chapter 1
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Challenge and Response

The long range planning process in our Air Force is broken. If we are going to be relevant in the future,
we've got to somehow break free of the evolutionary nature of the planning process.

--Gen Ronald R. Fogleman

With these few words, the chief of staff of the Air Force, Gen Ronald R. Fogleman, challenged the
participants of the 2025 study to generate ideas and concepts on the capabilities the United States will
require to dominate air and space forces in the future. When General Fogleman assigned the
responsibility for 2025 to Air University, he directed the final product be a collection of white papers
detailing findings regarding air and space capabilities required for future warfare, new or high-leverage
concepts for employing air and space power, and the technologies required to enable the required

capabilities.

In response to General Fogleman's tasking, Air University devised a four-phase study process (Figure
1-1. ) to stimulate creativity, generate ideas, and evaluate concepts.

/-I. Preparation Phase—\\ f/li. Idea Generation Pha}\ IOL Azsimilation Phase —\
dentify Sysiem

Concepis & ﬁ
’ Technologies Prepare
CSAF Creative Thinking White Papers Aszessox/
Taskd Rezearch the Fuiure Advigor
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Futures
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IV. Operational Analyziz Phase

High-Value
Identify Analyriz Technigue Fraluate System Concepis
& Develop Model * System Concepiz & * . &
Technologies High-Leverage
.

Technologies

vy

Figure 1-1. 2025 Study Process

In the preparation phase, participants were exposed to a wide variety of creative thinking and problem
solving concepts. This phase laid the groundwork for the idea generation phase, in which the participants
developed plausible alternative futures as well as future system concepts and technologies. Inputs for the
idea generation phase were gathered from a worldwide data call that produced over 1,000 submissions.

In the assimilation phase, the participants were organized into specific writing teams based on

operational experience. Each team took a particular area to consider and on which to concentrate their
research. After postulating the required capabilities of the future Air Force, each team developed system
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concepts and technologies from the idea generation phase that could satisfy these future requirements.

This phase produced a large number of system concepts that were described in varying levels of detail,
that provided widely different kinds of operational capabilities, and that depended on different levels of
advancements in different areas beyond current technology. Clearly, not all of these system concepts
could be developed, nor could all of the technologies be aggressively pursued. The study needed to

prioritize the relative importance of both future system conceptsZ and their enabling technologies.

An operational analysis was conducted concurrently with the other three phases to aid in this
prioritization. Its purpose was to evaluate system concepts and technologies developed in the white
papers; specifically, it had three objectives:

1. Assess the potential operational utility of future air and space system concepts.
2. Identify the high-leverage technologies required by those system concepts.
3. Provide an objective, traceable, and robust analysis.

This monograph highlights the main points of this operatiohal analysis. Comprehensive documentation
is provided in the 2025 Operational Analysis Technical Report.2

Contact: Air Force 2025
Last updated: 5 December 1996

] Back to 2025 Home Page

, Jump to Table of Contents

Forward to Chapter 2
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Chapter 2
Meeting the Challenge

This section outlines the 2025 methods used to evaluate the systems and technologies. It covers the
development of the value model to score the systems, the system identification process, the system
scoring procedures, the technology identification procedures, and the technology scoring procedures,
and ends with an evaluation of which sector (public or commercial) will primarily develop the future
technologies.

Methodology

A primary goal of the 2025 operational analysis (OA) was to identify the 2025 systems that offer the
greatest potential to support future air and space operations. To meet this goal, the Analysis team's
challenge was to develop a methodology that satisfied a diverse set of criteria. First, the 2025 OA
needed to be compatible with the Air University academic calendar year. It also needed to be capable of
quick implementation after the Air Command and Staff College and Air War College students
completed their white papers, which contained conceptual descriptions of the systems.

Second, because 2025 was a study about 30-years into the future, the system descriptions in the white
papers lacked engineering detail. Therefore, the OA methodology had to rely on human judgment about
operational capability and key enabling technologies.

Third, while the values of the current senior leadership of the Air Force are well documented in
strategies, policies, and directives, it is far more difficult to predict what will be important to future
leaders.

Fourth, to prevent one set of views or interests from unduly influencing the results, the evaluation
methodology had to be free of institutional bias. The methodology should neither unfairly favor nor
penalize any potential 2025 systems.

Fifth, the results had to be traceable since the 2025 system evaluation results would be subject to much
scrutiny. The Analysis team members would need to be able to explain for any given system or
technology how and why it was scored. The study participants and Air Force senior leadership would be
far more likely to accept the results if they could clearly understand how the systems were evaluated.

Sixth, the OA methodology had to be robust enough to apply across a wide range of potential future
environments postulated by the 2025 Alternate Futures team. Each future described a different political,
technological, and social environment (see the Alternate Futures section). The OA methodology had to
be able to capture different priorities, that were assigned to air and space functions and tasks in these
alternate futures.

Comparing Analysis Tools

Each analysis approach has particular strengths and weaknesses; therefore, the Analysis team examined
them in relation to the challenges of the 2025 study discussed previously. The team considered the
following analysis techniques:

"Most-to-least dear" with no criteria

Qualitative comparison with criteria

Simple quantitative comparison matrix
Value-focused thinking

Analytical hierarchy process

Strategy-to-task

Futures-to-strategy-to-task

Common operational objectives of the armed forces
Cost and operational effectiveness analysis
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After considering the advantages and disadvantages of the various approaches, the Analysis team felt

that value-focused thinking (VFT)2 offered the best compromise for satisfying the OA requirements.
VFT was particularly suited for structuring the subjective judgments required to evaluate the systems. It
also allowed the OA to be completed in the limited time available and, because VFT was used in the
SPACECAST 2020 study, it was well understood and accepted by the Air University senior leadership.
In addition, once a value framework was built using VFT, it was very easy to assess systems across
several alternate futures. Finally, the VFT methodology enables the OA to be objective, traceable, and
robust.

Value-Focused Thinking

VET begins by identifying the decision maker's values with a hierarchy of objectives. Top-level
objectives describe aspirations that are most important to the decision maker. Objectives are
decomposed until desired force qualities can be specified and measured. Weights are assigned to signify
the relative importance of objectives at every level.

In the VFT methodology, we use several key terms-value, objectives, functions, tasks, subtasks, force
qualities, measures of merit, scoring functions, value model, and weights.

Value

The most important concept in VFT is value. Keeney says, "Values are what we care about. [Values]
should be the driving force for our decision-making."2 The fundamental precept of VFT is that values
are principles used for evaluation.%

Objectives, Functions, Tasks, and Subtasks

In VFT, values are made explicit with objectives, and a hierarchy of objectives is constructed that
supports the decision maker's values.Z Specific, lower-level objectives support the more general,
overarching objectives. The Analysis team used the terms objective, functions, tasks, and subtasks to
designate the tiers in the hierarchy, from highest to lowest, respectively.

Force Qualities

In VFT terminology, a force quality defines a desired attribute of a system to achieve a subtask. For
example, if the subtask is to "identify," a corresponding force quality might be "accurate." According to

Keeney, "[force qualities] should be measurable, operational, and understandable."8

Measures of Merit and Scoring Functions

Each force quality has a measure of merit that is the metric used to gauge system performance. Each
measure of merit has a range of outcomes, from worst to best. To continue with the previous example, if

the subtask is "identify" and the force quality is "accurate," then a measure of merit could be "percent of
correct identifications." :

VFT scoring functions provide a quantitative means for measuring the relative system performance for
each measure of merit. For example, if the measure of merit is "percent of correct identifications," the
corresponding scoring function might convert a system performance of "83 percent correct
identifications" into a score of 92.

Value Model

A value model is the hierarchical representation of objectives, functions, tasks, subtasks, force qualities,
measures of merit, and scoring functions. Foundations 2025 was the value model developed for 2025. A
value model, called a value tree by some authors, is a branching structure with the most fundamental
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decision-maker objectives at the top. Keeney uses the term "fundamental objectives hierarchy,"2 and
states, "The higher-level objective is defined by the set of lower-level objectives directly under it in the

hierarchy."10 In other words, the lower-level objectives completely specify their higher-level objective.

Clemen describes five specific characteristics of a value model:11

1. It should be complete, encompassing all important facets of the decision.

2. It should be as small as possible.

3. The force qualities should allow straightforward measurement.

4. Objectives should appear only once in the tree.

5. The decision maker should be able to think about and treat the branches of the tree separately.

Combining the first, fourth, and fifth criteria above yields two important properties-the objectives must
be "mutually exclusive" (appear only once and can be treated separately) and "collectively exhaustive"
(encompass all that the decision-maker values).

Weights

After the hierarchical structure of the value model is complete, the decision maker must determine the
relative importance of the functions, tasks, force qualities, and measures of merit. Numerical weights are
assigned across each tier of the value model; these weights must satisfy certain mathematical
requirements.

Contact: Air Force 2025
Last updated: 5 December 1996

- Back to 2025 Home Page

#1 Jump to Table of Contents

& Back to Chapter 1
»

Forward to Chapter 3

3of3



OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS (Monograph)

Chapter 3
The Search for the 2025 Value Model

After the Analysis team selected a value-focused thinking approach, the next step was to either select an
existing value model or develop a new one. Identifying a current model proved to be a daunting task
because of the scope of the study and the focus on the far future. The participants ranged across all of the
military services and also included numerous allies, civilians, government officials, and industry. Any

potential model also had to satisfy Clemen's five criteria.12

The Analysis team initially searched for a national-level strategic document that identified priorities for
future air and space forces. It investigated the following sources:

e A National Security Strategy of Engagement and Enlargement

e National Military Strategy of the United States of America

e Defense Planning Guidance

¢ Joint Requirements Oversight Council (JROC)/Joint Warfighting Capabilities Assessment
(JWCA) categories

Global Presence and Global Reach, Global Power

Common Operational objectives of the armed forces

Draft air Force Doctrine Document: Air Force Basic Doctrine (AFDD-1)

Joint Vision 2010

Conrnerstones of Information Warfare

None of these models met the requirements of 2025. Each model was grounded in near- or mid-term
thinking, and none seemed to promote thinking "outside of the box" about new ways to employ air and
space forces in the far future. Furthermore, each contains traditional biases focusing on how the Air
Force is organized, while 2025 addresses the dominant employment of air and space forces in the year
2025 and beyond. The only solution was for the Analysis team to develop a new framework to capture
the visionary thinking that took place during the study.

Developing the 2025 Value Model-Foundations 2025

Developing the 2025 value model was a key part of the analysis process. The work began early in 2025,
and continued for the duration of the study. The final value model, Foundations 2025, was so named
because it captured the basic values associated with achieving air and space dominance.

Objective

Before making any progress toward developing a value model, the Analysis team needed a clear
statement of the objective. As stated in the introduction, General Fogleman tasked the 2025 participants
to generate ideas and concepts on the capabilities the United States will require to dominate air and
space in the future. This statement was translated into the overarching objective, "Achieve Air and Space
Dominance," that became the top tier of Foundations 2025.

A Bottom-Up Approach

With this overarching objective defined, the Analysis team could start specifying subtasks, tasks, and
functions. Early on, the team departed from the usual approach to constructing a value model.
Conventional value models are built in a top-down fashion; each level of the model hierarchy is derived

from the next higher level. In contrast to the top-down method, a bottom-up approach makes no a priori -

assumptions, and does not establish preconditions. The bottom-up approach results in less institutional
bias.

Functions

Functions are the high-level, aggregated tasks that must be accomplished to attain the overarching
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objective of air and space dominance. Three functions for the future Air Force emerged from the task
analysis: awareness, reach, and power. Awareness is specified by the tasks detect, understand, and
direct. To have reach requires the ability to deploy, maintain, and replenish. Power comes from the
ability to engage and survive. The Analysis team adopted the following definitions for these three

functions:

Awareness - knowledge, understanding, or cognizance of some thing or situation through alertness in
observing, detecting, and identifying, so as to enable, direct, and communicate an informed decision.

Reach - ability to move to expand the range or scope of influence or effect, and to sustain this influence
or effect by maintaining and replenishing.

Power - ability to overtly or covertly affect, control, manipulate, deny, exploit, or destroy targets,
including forces, people, equipment, and information, and the ability to survive while affecting targets.

These definitions are based on the tasks in the affinity diagrams upon which the functions were built
(fig. 3-1), and they suggest the critical functions of air and space forces in the future do not differ
significantly from the functions of today. Where the future begins to diverge from the present is in the
detailed means (i.e., tasks and subtasks) by which these functions are accomplished.

Understand

Identify

Integrate
v

Detect

{InAir  InSpace )
On Surfacef
Subsurface

In Cyherspace

Engage

/

(InAir  InSpace )

On Surfacef
Subsurface

Direct
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Decide Educate/Train
Plan Communicate

AS5BSS Confirm

Readiness

Sustain
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Deploy

_ In Cyberspace

Survive

[N Air In Space
On Surface/f
Subsurface J
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On Surface/
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On Surface/
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Figure 3-1. Complete Listing of Tasks and Subtasks

The requirement for a set of functions in a value model to be mutually exclusive and collectively
exhaustive results in two critical implications. First, these three 2025 functions should encompass every
future air and space force operational activity. Second, awareness, reach, and power are the only
operational activities that contribute to the overarching objective of air and space dominance.

Once the functions were developed, the bottom-up evolution of the subtasks, tasks, and functions in the
Foundations 2025 value model was complete. Figure 3-2 depicts the entire framework of mutually
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exclusive and collectively exhaustive functions, tasks, and subtasks to be accomplished by future air and
space forces. Next, force qualities, measures of merit, and scoring functions had to be added to the
framework to link operational value to technical metrics.

Achieve
Air and Spage
Dominancs
|
[ | |
Awareness Reach Power
[ | |
[ | | | | |
Detect Understand Direct Deploy Maintain Replenish Engage Survive
H In Air Idertify |H  Assess H Tofir Readiness | H In fir 2 In Air H In Air
H In Space Integrate |[H  Decide H To Space Sustasin |H In Space In $pace In Space
HIn Cyberspaaa Plan = To Surface On Surface| M In Cyberspaddg In Cyberspag
On Surface/| . On Surface
| Subsurface 1 ‘Communlca+ | Subsurface| | On Surface
H Confirm
- Educzte.ﬂ'rai]ﬂ

Figure 3-2. Foundations of 2025 Value Model
Force Qualities

Though the framework shown in figure 3-2 represented a major breakthrough, it was not a complete
value model. The next step for the Analysis team was to meet with each of the 2025 white paper writing
teams for a second time to determine force qualities based on the teams' operational expertise, research,
and thoughts about the future. Force qualities are generally adjectives, since they characterize a system's
ability to accomplish a task or subtask. In many cases, the desired force qualities of a future force did not
differ from qualities expected of today's force. For example, the force qualities associated with the
subtask identify were accurate, timely, and traceable. The goal was to identify only the most important
force qualities for each subtask.

These force qualities and their corresponding measures of merit were continually refined during a
succession of meetings. After working with each 2025 white paper writing team, the Analysis team was
able to reduce the list of force qualities from the initial number of about 1,200 to the final number of
134. There are about five force qualities per subtask. The largest number of subtask force qualities was
nine and the fewest was two. Appendix A contains the final force qualities for Foundations 2025
organized under the functional categories of awareness, reach, and power.

3of 8




OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS (Monograph)

Measures of Merit and Scoring Functions

Corresponding measures of merit were developed at the same time the Analysis team met with the 2025
writing teams to determine force qualities. Each force quality had a measure of merit to calibrate system
performance. For example, a force quality of the subtask deploy to air was range, and the corresponding
measure of merit was miles. The measures of merit became the horizontal axis for the scoring functions
used to evaluate the capabilities of future systems.

Analytic Advances

Foundations 2025 represents five important analytic advances. First, the collection of scoring functions
serves as an invaluable resource, even outside the 2025 study. Second, the use of verbs to specify tasks
was a useful step in the value model evolution. Third, the bottom-up approach used in developing
Foundations 2025 was significant because no a priori assumptions were made and no preconditions
were established. Building from the bottom up allowed Foundations 2025 to be free from institutional
bias, an outcome necessary to capture the visionary thinking of 2025. Fourth, Foundations 2025 is a
very robust value model. With five tiers consisting of an overarching objective, three functions, eight
tasks, 29 subtasks, and 134 force qualities (each with a corresponding measure of merit and scoring
Jfunction)-and all weighted across six alternate futures-the model can be used to evaluate very diverse
systems. Finally, Foundations 2025 is cast further into the future than any other known military value
model.

Figure 3-3 shows the methodology used for the operational analysis. There were two main sets of
participants in the operational analysis, first the AU student white paper writing teams (composed of
joint and allied officers among the top 20 percent of their year groups) and second, a team of expert
technologists. The left-hand column reflects the evaluation of system concepts for operational utility
(driven by the operator teams) while the right-hand column identifies and evaluates the underlying
high-leverage technologies (driven by the technologists).
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Figure 3-3. Operational Analysis Methodology

For the system concept evaluation, Foundations 2025 was used as the value model. For the technology
evaluation, the constructed framework was a logical structuring of technology areas that were mutually
exclusive and collectively exhaustive. These hierarchies provided the desired characteristics of
objectivity and traceability. The desired robustness quality was assured by performing a sensitivity
analysis at the conclusion of the system concept and technology scoring. Specifically, the sensitivity
analysis was conducted across a number of plausible alternate futures.

With the development of Foundations 2025 complete, the next step in the 2025 operational analysis was
to use the model to evaluate systems. The 2025 white papers provided the key information for
identification and definition of the systems.

System Identification

Following a thorough review of the 2025 white papers, the Analysis team identified 43 unique
high-leverage systems. For this operational analysis, a system was defined to be "a functionally related
group of elements that performs a mission or task." Although some of the identified systems were
extracted from a single white paper, many systems, particularly those involving the collection and
management of information, were composites drawn from capabilities detailed in several of the papers.

The 43 systems are listed in appendix B, categorized by the major functional areas depicted in figure
3-4. The full descriptions of these systems are found in the 2025 Operational Analysis Technical Report.
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2025 SYSTEMS
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Figure 3-4. System Functional Hierarchy
Alternate Futures
The 2025 Alternate Futures team generated and then analyzed over 100 candidate drivers deemed to be
forces acting on the future. That team then synthesized and consolidated these candidates into the three

most important drivers to define a strategic planning space in which alternate futures could be cast (fig.
3-5). Functional definitions for each of these three drivers are provided below.

60of 8




OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS (Monograph)

2015 Crossroads

(Global)
American

Worldview
(Domestic)

4
hnstrained) in(mg Khan

%@ntra’ced] World Power Grid (Disper

Halfs and
Half-Naughts

T
9y
[w

g

Figure 3-5. 2025 Alternate Futures Strategic Planning Space

American Worldview. - This driver is the US perspective of the world which determines the nation's
willingness and capability to interact with the rest of the world. American Worldview captures the
dominant US focus regarding international affairs. The US can be primarily internally focused, perhaps
even isolationist, or the US can be actively engaged in activities around the world. The poles of
American Worldview are domestic and global.

A TeK. - This driver is the differential in the growth rate, proliferation, leverage, and vitality of
scientific knowledge and technical applications and their consequences. A TeK describes the rate of
change in both the proliferation and advancement of technology. The two poles of A TeK are
Constrained and Exponential. Constrained A TeK implies that technology is advancing at an
evolutionary rate and that its availability is limited to a relatively small number of actors. Exponential A
TeK occurs when there are revolutionary breakthroughs in technology that are rapidly proliferated
throughout the world.

World Power Grid. - This driver describes the generation, transmission, distribution, and control of
power throughout the world. This power is a combination of economic, political, and information
sources of power as well as military strength. The two poles of this driver are Concentrated and
Dispersed. A concentrated world power grid exists when few actors have the means or will to influence
others. When a myriad of groups or individuals can change the future, the world power grid is dispersed.

Six alternate futures were chosen from this planning space to provide a diverse set of future conditions
against which to evaluate the proposed air and space systems. Four futures are extremes: Gulliver's
Travails, Zaibatsu, Digital Cacophony, and King Khan. The world of Halfs and Half-Naughts was
chosen for its centrality. Finally, the 2015 Crossroads future provides a conservative bridge between
today and 2025.

In Gulliver's Travails, the US is overwhelmed with worldwide commitments, counterterrorism and
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counterproliferation efforts, humanitarian operations, and peacekeeping operations. In Zaibatsu,
multinational corporations dominate international affairs, loosely cooperating to create a relatively
benign world. Digital Cacophony is the most technologically advanced world resulting in great power
and independence for the individual, but also creating a world of social isolation, fear, and anxiety. King
Khan is a world where US dominance has waned due to domestic problems, an economic depression,
and overshadowing by a rising Asian colossus. The world of Halfs and Half-Naughts is dominated by
conflict between the "haves" and "have-nots" and by dynamically changing social structures and security
conditions. 2015 Crossroads uses programmed forces from 1996-2001 to fight a major conflict; it
presents the US with a strategic challenge in 2015 that could lead to any of other alternate futures by
2025.

These six alternate futures provided the fulcrum against which the 2025 Operational Analysis was
applied to determine which of the many systems proposed by the study participants had merit and,
hence, should be pursued by the United States Air Force to ensure air and space dominance in the future.

Contact: Air Force 2025
Last updated: 5 December 1996
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Chapter 4
Weighting and Scoring

This chapter describes how Foundations 2025 was used to evaluate future air and space systems. The
process had two steps: first, assign weights to the model hierarchy; second, compute performance scores
using scoring functions.

Weighting the Foundations 2025 Value Model Across Alternate Futures

The first step in using the 2025 value model is for the decision maker to determine the relative
importance of the functions, tasks, subtasks, and force qualities. As described in the previous chapter,
the decision maker weights functions, tasks, subtasks, and force qualities. Because different futures
dictate a different set of required air and space capabilities, the Analysis team obtained value model
weights from the 2025 participants for the range of potential future worlds postulated by the 2025
Alternate Futures team. For each alternate future, the Analysis team used two sets of weights. The first,
termed "AU Team weights," is an average of the weights assigned by all student members of the 2025
white paper writing teams. The second, denoted "Alt Futures weights," is the weights provided solely by
the Alternate Futures team. In general, the Alt Futures weights exhibited greater variation across futures
than did the AU Team weights. Weights were held constant for the force qualities and measures of merit
because they were not expected to vary much across possible futures. The AU Team weights for each
future were considered the baseline weights and are contained in appendix C. The Alternate Futures
team weights can be found in the 2025 Operational Analysis Technical Report.

Computing System Performance Using Scoring Functions

The Analysis team worked with the Air University student teams to develop a scoring function for each
measure of merit. The development process was iterative: the analysts presented a variety of functional
forms on graph paper to the student teams, modifying as necessary to achieve a consensus on the scoring
function shape. Computer software allowed the analysts to duplicate these curves within the
computer-based value model, and automate the system scoring.

Each system was scored against every metric for each force quality. The system scores for each metric
were weighted at each level of the hierarchy by the value weights. As this process is continued-working
upwards to the top of the value framework-a weighted average of the system's scores across the entire
value framework is developed. This overall weighted average is the overall system value.

Technology Identifying and Scoring

Once the 43 unique systems contained in the white papers were identified, the Analysis team
qualitatively analyzed each system to identify which technology areas would be key to achieving the
stated system capabilities. Only those technology areas needing development were considered. For
example, if a specific technology area was critical to a given system's capability but no new advances
were needed in this area for the system to achieve its full capability, then this technology area was not
identified as "high leverage" for this particular system.

The team felt it highly desirable to identify and group technologies according to a well-known
"gold-standard." Thus, the DOD document entitled The Militarily Critical Technologies List (MCTL)13

was used as the basis for identifying key technology in each system. Across the 43 evaluated systems, 43
key technology areas were identified (this number is a coincidence); they are shown in appendix D.

To eventually rank technologies by their impact on future air and space capabilities, the team assigned a
relative weight to each technology embedded in a particular system. The weights selected add up to 100
for each system, and so can be thought of as percentages of the system's dependence on each technology
needing development. For example, the five piloted single-stage-to-orbit (SSTO) transatmospheric
vehicle (TAV) technologies were weighted as follows:
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Technology Area Weight
25
Aerospace Structures and Systems
. 25
High-energy Propellants
Ramyjet, Scramjet, Combined Cycle Engines 20
Advanced Materials 20
10

High-performance Computing

In this case, since the primary mission of the piloted SSTO TAYV is to travel between the surface and
low-earth orbit, the highest-leverage technology areas were those of the vehicle's primary propulsion and
structural subsystems. Each of these areas were evaluated to be essentially equal in importance. The fifth
technology area, high-performance computing, was added not necessarily because of vehicle
requirements, but rather because the design process for this type of vehicle will take some advances in
computing power. Without advances in high-performance computing, the design process for a TAV with
this capability would be impaired. Using this methodology, each of the systems could be scored.

Once the system-versus-technology matrix is developed, the procedure for scoring the technologies is
straightforward. For each technology, its contribution to each system is multiplied by the system value,
and the resulting products are summed across all systems. The result is a set of technology scores
(normalized to a maximum score of 100) that takes into account both the technologies' degree of
contribution to future air and space systems and the importance of those systems to air and space
operations. This scoring was then repeated for each alternate future since the system values changed
with each future.

Scoring the Systems

A team of technical and operational experts scored all 43 systems against each metric in Foundations
2025. The team followed a consensus-seeking approach to obtain each score. The team was not
permitted to know the shape of the scoring function and was tasked to determine a score for each metric.

The results of the system scoring are summarized in figure 4-1 and figure 4-2. The vertical axis is the
value from the system evaluation on a scale of 0 to 100, where a system value of 0 equates to no score
on any of the 134 scoring functions. The horizontal axis is a rank ordering of the systems according to
the Analysis team's assessment of the relative amount of technical challenge to develop each system.
Figure 4-1 shows the system values for the baseline future. Figure 4-2 shows system values for all six of
the alternate futures. Each system's values for the various futures are plotted and connected with a line to
show the variation of that system's value across the alternate futures. The spread of values for each
system is the result for the corners of the 2025 Strategic Planning Space (fig. 3-5). A system's value for

any conceivable alternate future can be said with high confidence to lie within the range of the points
shown.

The curved dashed line provides a further reference for comparing systems. In the Analysis team's
estimation, systems above the line may have sufficient value to offset the technical challenge of
producing such a system. Thus, systems to the left of the charts need less value to be attractive options
than systems to the right of the chart, because the difficulty of achieving the capability is much less. The
location of the line is somewhat arbitrary. It was drawn fairly low so as not to prematurely eliminate any
potentially promising systems from consideration.

The highest-value systems evaluated in this study are the Global Information Management System
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(GIMS), Sanctuary Base, Global Area Strike System (GLASS), Global Surveillance And
Reconnaissance System (GSRT), and uninhabited combat air vehicle (UCAV). GIMS has the highest
value but high technical challenge; GSRT performs some of the functions of GIMS, but with less
technical challenge. Because of this, GSRT could be considered a "stepping stone" to GIMS. Both
GLASS and UCAV score well because of a strong Awareness component to complement their Power
contributions, and UCAYV is the most feasible of all the high-value systems in the near term. The
Sanctuary Base has high value but also the highest technical challenge, and may remain infeasible even
beyond 2025. The 2025 Operational Analysis Technical Report contains tables of each system's value
for each future and weight set. Figure 4-3 provides a closer look at the top 25 percent (11 systems) for
the AU Team weights.

It is interesting to note the relationship between the Awareness, Reach, and Power contributions to a
system's value and the variation between alternate futures. Systems that score similarly in Awareness,
Reach, and Power (e.g., GLASS in Figure 4-2) tend to have the least variation; that is, the line
connecting their values for each future is short. This is because the weighted average of Awareness,
Reach, and Power (the overall value) is insensitive to changes in the weights when the Awareness,
Reach, and Power values are of the same magnitude.

The scoring results highlight the fact that a complex system (a system of systems) outperforms any of its
components. This is because of the additive nature of the scoring functions. The complex system scores
more broadly since it contains the capabilities of all of its components. Conversely, since component
systems are unlikely to score in mutually exclusive areas of the value model, the complex system will
generally score less than the simple sum of the component system scores.

Finally, Figure 4-4, Figure 4-5, and Figure 4-6 contain graphs similar to that of Figure 4-2, but for the
Awareness function, the Deploy task of Reach, and the Power function, respectively, using the AU Team
weights. These figures allow the reader to note the systems that score well for a particular function. For
example, Figure 4-4 highlights the best systems in terms of the Awareness function. Such a level of
detail may prove useful when conducting mission area analysis to determine required improvements for
specific functional areas. In fact, the software used in this analysis can display the system values at any
level of the value model.

3of14




OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS (Monograph)

Achieve Air and Space Dominance

13 31 ]
80 - Halfs * Future, AU Team Weights
| Systems Ordered by Technology Challenge
50 A
40 -
23 Uninhabited Combat Ar \Vehicle @82 Global Surveillance, €
v = Reconnaissance, and
a Targeting System _—
| 30 S 6.4 Space-Based
u zbz Reconnaissance UAY “High Enengy Laser Energ:
e X 4.1 PFiloted @ 42 Uninhabi .
?.g Holographic War Room SETO TAY . cpiE l?r:'c]:hed T a1
MW At
20 - 14 Lighterthan-Ar Airiiter B 3.2 Orbital Combat Mehicle 33 satelite Bodyguard
o2 4 Precision Delivery Svstgm:—-**’*’ﬁ krbome =13 Cuntalner 7.2 Personal Digital ﬁssmam dg—’mn,
@z.1 stnkew HPh Weapon Arcraft ail.4 Standoff
85 Asterid T teay 20 EXMHION 052 Advanced N Lt ©5.1 Adjusta
Detection 53‘5}} SR Nrﬁ?tel: Rocket Airto-Air Mssile 55 Aibome sslle 7.1 Spoken Yield Muniti
10 - T e h O o Holographic Projector Language
/“ 1.5 Supersonic & BB Solar Energy 3.1 Orbital . Translator 92 0
-~ Airlifter Optical Weapon Maneuvering 6.7 Asteroid Modifis
V4 9.1 Mbobile Asset ‘\Ahicle gﬁgmlon 6.3 Space-Based
/ Repair Station ystem HPM Weapon
0
Technology Challenge — -~

Figure 4-1. System Values for the Baseline Future

4 0f 14



o C -

60

5D

20

10

OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS (Monograph)

Achieve Air and Space Superiority
AU Weights, Ordered by Technology Challenge

i 8.1
a Gulliver's hta
m Zaibatsu
A Khan
- o Digital
w2015 8.2 Global Surveillance,
g Halfs Reconnaissance, and
Targeting System
b 6.1 Global Are
2.3 Uninhabited Combat Strike Systen
Air \ehicl
! e 4.1 Piloted i
SSTU TAY :
2.2 Reconn al
uAy
" 6.4 Space-Based
85 Asteroid 2.3 \rtuzl High-Energy Laser i 42 Uninhabited 7 i
Detection Interaction Center ) Air-Launched TAY I
g Combat 1.1
J 1.4 Lighterthan-Ar ehicle s ] 7
- Airlifter — 7.2
I 63 6.2
21 Swike UAV e -~ 538 13 ! 54 . .
1 .7 Global Transport 52 5.1
Aircraft I 5.6 (A
- gg 28 31
9.1 l
15 E ' E 6.7
4 recision i
Delluery System
Technology Challenge E——

Figure 4-2. Final System Values

50f14




OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS (Monograph)

?U - L
Top Eleven Systems, AU Team Weights
Ordered by Technology Challenge
B0 1 | o Guliivers
w Zalkats 8.1 Global
. g?ﬁ:al Information
50 . 203 5 Management
| I 8.2 Glabal System
a Surveillance,
v Reconnaissance,
a and Targeting
1 40 1 2.3 Uninhabited Systern gﬂrikf';hzi '*::33
u Combat Air y
e Vehicl
et ! 41 Piloted i 8.5 Solar-Powered
30 J SSTO TAV High-Energy Laser
;2.2 Reconn E
UAY I I
6.4 Space-Based .
High-Energy Laser 4.2 Uninhabited
20 A Air-Launched TAV
10
Technology Challenge ——

Figure 4-3. Top Eleven Systems

6 of 14




[ I =R

- Qulllvers
am Talbatsy
a, Whan

»e Digleaal
215
walks

%
g

22 Recorn
uAY =

45 Asverola
Daoacdon
Sysrem

&

14 Ughoerahan-ak~

@ -~ Aliiter
fffﬁ
S 21 15 17 15

& e - -

OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS (Monograph)

Awareness

32 Qobal Sumvslllance,
Reconnalssance, ana =]
Tangedng System

2.} upsinhablwa Combae

AU Weights, Ordered by Technology Challenge

Alr Vshicle 4.1 Plloa
q SSTOTAY 6.1 Global Ar
73 Vimal Suike Systen
g 4.2 uninhablea
Pesracdon Caneer \L Alr-Launchea TAY EN
% €4 Space-Basea 4
1z Ol wigh-Encgy Laser é s " 13 Sawilie i
Combar Boayguaras
vahlcie 5 7.2 Personal E 14
Digleal g A
sslsanc -
e . - - -
e
et .
I = 71
s 57 -
52 14 2 !
& n
24 65 25 53 56 6T £3 51 B2
i £ {F —i £ O
Technology Challenge re——

Figure 4-4. Awareness Values



o= - e

OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS (Monograph)

50 -
Deploy (Only those with value greater than O ¢
1 117
1.4 Lighterthan-Air AU Weights(  “Half;
®  Airliter Systems Ordered by Technology Cl
40 -
30 -
2.4 Precision 1.6 Stealth 29'6 kE:;ﬁItration
Delivery System Ailifter Ocke S
e 4.2 Uninhabite
) 3.2 Orbital Air-Launched T
20 1.5 Supersonic @ 1.3 Cuntalger Combat
Airliter  © 1.7 Global Aircraft Vehicle
Transport o
Aircraft a a a
3.1 Orbital
Maneuvering 41 Piloted 1.1
Vehicle SSTOTAY At
10
Technology Challenge ——

Figure 4-5. Deploy Values - "Halfs" Future

8 of 14




OPERATIONAL ANALYSIS (Monograph)

Power
AU Weights, Ordered by Technology Challenge

- Eracgs Luawr f

&4 Urkbibhia S Shborrd By Poir

e n Condarik bkl HE v av e W pos

v
PARZ, FUT b spuceRion

d - Kk Brangy Wiaper
1 &
u 6 Spacilaid High Po-rar 1 bypanacek
[ i reva b Waa por tauck oierad

= -

e ad —— b
ermp ™ -
&8 lrfrans — ._.----; E 8]
s Opik IWeapor J— e
s 3% 3
.""""'_
o I5 . L ez E
-
i —
et
-
e
. /‘, " [E]
- P or
Fs E
I'4
;g ¥ . & a & B 1 v T I
o Yo 8% C IS & = = &

Technology Challenge

Figure 4-6. Power Values
Scoring the Technologies

The baseline technology assessment is summarized in figure 4-7 for each of the alternate futures. This
assessment considers all 43 systems scored, and the Value Model was weighted by all AU white paper
writing teams. The score for each technology area was calculated by multiplying the percentage
dependence of each of the systems on that development technology by the score that system received in
the Value Model. The scores were then summed across all systems with the final result being normalized
to a maximum score of 100. These scores are measures of the potential of each enabling technology to
improve operational effectiveness in air and space.

In the "Halfs and Half-Naughts" alternate future, which is placed in the center of the strategic planning
space for this study, the technology areas clearly divide into three groupings: the top seven technologies
(high leverage), the next five technologies (moderate leverage), and the bottom 31 technologies (less

leverage). Figure 4-8 shows an expanded view of the top two technology groupings for each alternate
future.

As a verification of these results, the Analysis team decided to examine the analysis of the technologies
by considering their interaction with only the 11 top-scoring systems. These results are shown in Figure
4-9: the three technology groups generally remained, although the top two groupings contain six
technology areas each rather than seven and five, respectively, as in the previous case. The six
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high-leverage technologies all appeared in the previous high-leverage grouping. Further, 11 of the top 12
technologies remained the same. Lastly, seven of the total 43 technology areas were not applicable when
the systems considered were narrowed to the top 11 scorers.

Within technology groupings, the rank changed when going from considering all 43 systems to
considering only the 11 top-scoring systems. However, with only three exceptions, technology areas did
not change their respective groupings. These exceptions were Aerospace Structures (9.5.4) and Vehicle
Flight Control (7.3), which both dropped to a lower-technology grouping-from high and moderate
leverage to moderate and less leverage, respectively-and Communications (5.1), which jumped to a
higher technology grouping, from lesser leverage to moderate leverage. The results of these two
assessments are summarized in table 1 for the high and moderate leverage technologies. The numbers in
parentheses indicate the appropriate MCTL category that further defines the technology area.

Table 1 Technology Assessment

ALL 43 SYSTEMS TOP 11 SYSTEMS
Power Systems (10.3) Data Fusion (4.2.5)
Advanced Materials (1.0) Fower Systems (10.3)
HIGH LEVERAGE  |Aerospace Structures (9.5.4) Micromechanical Devices (2.6)

TECHNOLOGIES  |High Performance Computing (4.1.1)|Advanced Materials (1.0
Micromechanical Devices (2.6) High-Energy Propellants (12.7)

High-Energy Propellants (12.7) High-Performance Computing (4.1.1)
Data Fusion (4.2.5)

High-Energy Laser Systems (11.1)

Avtificial Intelligence (4.2.9) Anificial Intelligence (4.2.9)
MODERATE LEVERAGE|High-Energy Laser Systems (11.1) [Optics (10.2)
TECHNOLOGIES Yehicle Flight Control (7.3) Image Processing (4.1.4)
Image Processing (4.1.4) Aerospace Structures (9.5.4)
Optics (10.2) Communications {5.1)

A common trend among the higher-leverage technologies was they had wide applicability over the
systems. When all 43 systems were considered, the high-leverage technologies scored in at least 13
different systems; the maximum number of systems where any technology area scored was 27.
Moderate-leverage technologies scored in eight to 12 different systems. When the systems considered
were reduced to the 11 top-scoring ones, the high-leverage technologies scored in at least five systems;
the maximum number of systems where any technology area scored was nine. Moderate leverage
technologies scored in either three or four different systems. In both assessments, high-performance
computing (4.1.1) was the technology area with the broadest coverage over the systems considered.

After each technology area had been scored, AFIT's Graduate School of Engineering assembled a
committee from its senior staff to determine the key technology driver, the DOD or the commercial
sector, for that particular area. They further ascertained the direction of each developmental effort,
whether from the DOD to the commercial sector, from the commercial sector to the DOD, or remaining
constant. Table 2 summarizes the key technology development leaders for the high leverage
technologies. The 2025 Operational Analysis Technical Report provides this data for all 43 technologies.

Table 2 Technology Development Leaders for High Leverage Technologies
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Chapter 5
Conclusions

The 2025 Operational Analysis (OA) was a key milestone in the 2025 process and provided a number of
unique contributions. Most importantly, it met its fundamental purpose-the OA identified future air and
space systems required to support air and space dominance and the key technologies that will make
those systems possible. Further contributions are covered in the following order:

the major implications of the study results,

the lessons learned during the 2025 OA process,

the limitations of the study, and

the major implications of the 2025 OA for the future.

Major Implications of the 2025 Operational Analysis

This analysis strongly suggests that the high ground of improved awareness offers significant potential
for achieving future air and space dominance. Typically, top-scoring systems possessed higher degrees
of awareness and/or were predominantly space systems:

e Global Information Management System (GIMS)

Sanctuary Base (SB) _

Global Surveillance, Reconnaissance, and Targeting System (GSRT)
Global Area Strike System (GLASS)

Uninhabited Combat Air Vehicle (UCAYV)

Space-Based High-Energy Laser (Space HEL)

Solar High-Energy Laser (Solar HEL)

Reconnaissance Unmanned Air Vehicle (Recon UAV)

Attack Microbots -

Piloted Single-Stage-to-Orbit (SSTO) Transatmospheric Vehicle (TAV)
Uninhabited Air-Launched TAV

Seven of the top eight systems emphasized the awareness function. GSRT can be thought of as a first
generation GIMS; it obtains most of the value of GIMS with much less technological challenge. Both
systems scored high because the management of information tasks was assigned high weights by the
2025 white paper writing teams. Such systems go beyond data fusion to knowledge fusion; they provide
a global view that could revolutionize military operations. Improved awareness is critically important
because it enables virtually all other air and space force capabilities.

This analysis also suggests control of the high ground of space will be very important. Of the top 11
systems, only three do not operate in space or use major space-based components. Space-based weapons
are significant contributors to the operational effectiveness of future air and space operations. They
provide key capabilities in space defense, ballistic missile defense, defense of terrestrial forces, and
terrestrial power projection. Of the weapon systems evaluated, the Space HEL laser seems to hold the
most promise, largely because its optical system could also be used for surveillance and imaging
missions (an awareness function). Other systems that scored well were the Solar HEL, the Space-Based
Kinetic Energy Weapon, and the Space-Based High-Powered Microwave. Spacelift is another essential
contributor to future space operations (i.e., reusable transatmospheric vehicles provide critical lift
capability to improve virtually all space force capabilities).

This analysis also suggests that improved power will be best accomplished through improved speed,
precision, and on-station time. The 2025 white paper writing teams viewed the reduction of the OODA
(observe, orient, decide, act) loop to an OODA "point" as critical to future operations. All of the
"shooter" systems that emphasized awareness scored high by reducing the time to identify, target, and
kill threats. Among these systems are the GLASS, the Space HEL, and the Solar HEL. The envisioned
systems emphasized the increased need for precision over mass, especially with respect to avoiding
excess collateral damage
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The constant quick response requirement of future combat meant many of the systems either were global
or used uninhabited air vehicles (UAVs). It is important to note that while the UAVs are uninhabited,
none are envisioned as operating autonomously without a human in the loop. Such an improved
on-station power capability is important because it provides a constant deterrent to enemy forces.

Key to this analysis was the use of several possible alternate futures as the basis for the sensitivity
analysis. Because the analysis was conducted across a number of alternate futures and the resulting
conclusions remain basically the same across those futures for any reasonable set of weights a future
decision maker might apply, this is an excellent initial set of systems to consider for future employment
of air and space power.

The technology assessment portion of the study identified six high-leverage technologies that are
important to a large number of high-scoring systems:

e Data Fusion

e Power Systems
Micromechanical Devices
Advanced Materials
High-Energy Propellants
High-Performance Computing

Advances in these areas show promise to substantially improve a wide range of air and space operations.
Other technologies were also important, but contributed to only three or four of the high-value systems.
Among the top-scoring medium-leverage technologies were:

High-Energy Laser Systems
Artificial Intelligence
Optics

Aerospace Structures
Image Processing
Communications

Some of the high-leverage technologies enabling 2025 systems, such as high-performance computing,
are being pursued aggressively in the commercial sector. Others, such as power systems, have lower
commercial interest. An expanded analysis of the 2025 systems and their embedded technologies can
help develop the most effective DOD investment strategy.

Operational Analysis Lessons Learned

Foremost among the 2025 OA lessons learned was that the value-focused thinking approach worked
very well. The Foundations 2025 value model has been used to evaluate systems that span the full range
of future air and space combat operations. These systems are conceptual system ideas that will require
significant research and development to design and evaluate. The OA provided a structure to incorporate
the subjective judgments of operational and technical experts to produce objective, traceable, and robust
results.

The focus of the value model, Foundations 2025, was on the employment of air and space forces. This
model does not consider the USAF functional areas required to organize, train, and equip. As it became
apparent that none of the current doctrinal frameworks were free of these functional views, the value
model was developed from the bottom up. In taking this approach, the Analysis team reduced the
institutional biases associated with the numerous stovepipes in the current USAF organizational
structure.

Study Limitations

It is important to remember that the analysis did not take into account the cost or risk of developing any
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of the system concepts. It looked only briefly at the technological challenge of each system concept.
While this study indicates some systems and technologies that show promise for dramatically improving
the effectiveness of air and space operations, there are other important factors that need to be considered
before making an investment decision.

A consequence of most value models is that a complex system (or system of systems) that performs
many tasks generally outscores a similar system that performs only a few of the tasks. Also, for
Foundations 2025, a system's sphere of influence is primarily measured by its range, which is only one
force quality. For example, the Sanctuary Base scores high because it has awareness, reach, and power
capabilities. Yet, it has a 500-mile range limitation on most of those capabilities. Foundations 2025
would show only a small difference between the Sanctuary Base and a similar system with global range.

Major Implications for the Future

A number of senior decision makers have viewed the model and commented that the best use of
Foundations 2025 may be an analysis of systems within the distinct spheres of awareness, reach, and
power. They envision separating and developing each function of the model further (refining the tasks,
subtasks, force qualities, measures of merit, and scoring functions) and studying which awareness (or
reach or power) systems are most promising. These three separate models could be effective mission
area analysis tools for the major commands.

The completed Foundations 2025 value model is the starting point for Value Focused Thinking with the
Department of Defense. For any function, task, or subtask, the model can be used to evaluate current and
projected systems. Next, the acquisition community can focus on how new concepts can be developed to
significantly increase value. Many individual and various creativity techniques can be used to develop
these new concepts.

Another opportunity to capitalize on the Foundations 2025 model is to use it as a framework for future
air and space doctrine. Because it identifies fundamental functions, tasks, and subtasks, it could be the
foundation for joint doctrine for future air and space warriors. The 2025 analysis techniques could be
used to develop an entirely new joint military doctrine free from current institutional bias.

Summary
The 2025 operational analysis is an important point for further discussion and analysis. It completed the

2025 process by identifying the most promising systems and enabling technologies required to provide
dominant air and space power for Air Force of the twenty-first century.

Contact: Air Force 2025
